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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Applicant's election without traverse of Group II (claims 94-138) in the reply filed 
on 1 1/292007 is acknowledged. 

Claims 94-138 are pending in this Office Action. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 1 35 is objected to because of the following informalities: the phrase 
"the the materials" in claim 135, should be written as "the materials". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Specification 

3. The specification is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 (see MPEP 608.01 (o)) 
because the phrase "computer readable medium" in claims 109-123 are not defined 
meaning of the medium in the specification. Thus, it would be reasonable to interpret 
the "computer readable medium" for carrying as fairly conveying signals and other 
forms of propagation or transmission media to one of ordinary skill. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S. C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

The claims 109-123 fail to place the invention squarely within one statutory class of 
invention. As discussed above, applicant intends the "medium" to include signals. As 
such, the claim is drawn to a form of energy. Energy is not one of the four categories of 
invention and therefore this claim(s) is/are not statutory. Energy is not a series of steps 
or acts and thus is not a process. Energy is not a physical article or object and as such 
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is not a machine or manufacture. Energy is not a combination of substances and 
therefor not a composition of matter. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

5. It should be noted that the applicant has submitted an exorbitant amount of prior art 
on numerous PTO-1449's which, on initial consideration, do not all appear to have 
relevancy or pertinence to the instant invention as claimed. The applicant is requested 
in response to this office action to point out which of these numerous prior art are 
pertinent or relevant to the patentability of the invention as claimed in this instant 
application. It should be noted that it would be advantageous to the applicant to provide 
concise explanation of why each of the prior art is being submitted and how it is 
understood to be relevant. "Concise explanations are helpful to the Office, particularly 
where documents are lengthy and complex and applicant is aware of a section that is 
highly relevant to patentability or where a large number of documents are submitted and 
applicant is aware that one or more are highly relevant to patentability." (See MPEP 609 
under subheading "A. CONTENT"). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is hot identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 
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Claims 94-99, 101, 103-105, 109-114, 116, 118-119, 120, 124-129, 131, 133-137 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wical (US 6460034) in 
view of Vora (US 581 9273). 

As to claims 94 and 109, Wical teaches the claimed limitations: 

"receiving a user selection of an expression of attribute-value pairs" as receiving 
user selection of a category computer networking as an expression of attribute-value 
pairs (col. 25, lines 5-15); 

"processing the expression of attribute-value pairs to produce at least one 
refinement option" as processing the user's selection of a category computer networking 
to displaying a plurality of categories related to computer networking categories (col. 25, 
lines 5-30, figs. 11 a-1 1b); 

"determining a navigation state associated with the expression of attribute-value 
pairs" as (figs. 3&4); 

"providing materials associated with the navigation state" as providing sub- 
categories for which documents have been classified (fig. 10b, col. 25, lines 5-15). 

Wical does not explicitly teach the claimed limitations "producing a plurality of 
refinement options by, in each of a plurality of servers; combining the plurality of 
refinement options to form combined refinement options; and providing the combined 
refinement options". 
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Vora teaches receiving search requests from server 9 and executing search 
requestes by search the data and responds to the server 9 with the results of the search 
requests. The server 9 combines the results of such remote searches with the results 
of the search performed by the server 9. The combined search results are displayed to 
a user of a client system via one window (col. 6, lines 60-67; col. 7, lines 1-5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Vora's teaching of combining search results from many 
server and displaying search results to a user to Wical's system in order to provide 
searching databases stored in servers parallel for obtaining accurate information of 
resources to save time searching data having similar concept. 

As to claims 95 and 110, Wical teaches the claimed limitation "identifying at least 
two related terms among the plurality of refinement options, and computing, for the at 
least two related terms, a least common ancestor of the related terms" as (col. 1 1 , lines 
15-55). 

As to claims 96 and 111, Wical teaches the claimed limitations "wherein the least 
common ancestor is defined by the partial order among the related terms" as (col. 1 1 , 
lines 35-65). 

As to claims 97 and 112, Wical teaches the claimed limitation "wherein 
computing the least common ancestor of the related terms comprises storing all non- 
leaf terms on at least one server" as (col. 32, lines 1-15, col. 9, lines 35-50). 
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As to claims 98 and 113, Wical teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the at 
least one server is a master server" as (col. 32, lines 1-15, col. 9, lines 35-50). 

As to claims 99, 114, 129, Wical and Vora disclose the claimed limitation 
"wherein the plurality of servers are slave servers" as servers 63 and server 55 are 
slave servers (Vora, fig. 1) and wherein "combining the plurality of refinement options" 
as Search results are combined (Vora, col. 6, lines 60-67), "includes storing a plurality 
of the attribute-value pairs on a master server" as (Wical fig. 1). 

As to claim 101,116,131, Wical and Vora teaches the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 94, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein combining the 
plurality of refinement options is performed whether the plurality of refinement options 
are conjunctive, disjunctive, ,or negational" as (col. 6, lines 50-67; col. 7, lines 1-10). 

As to claim 124, Wical teaches the claimed limitations: 

"at least one server that each receive a user selection of an expression of 

attribute-value pairs" as receiving user selection of a category computer networking as 

an expression of attribute-value pairs (col. 25, lines 5-15); 

"produce at least one refinement option by processing the expression of 
attribute-value pairs" as processing the user's selection of a category computer 
networking to displaying a plurality of categories related to computer networking 
categories (col. 25, lines 5-30, figs. 11a-11b); 
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"receives a user selection of an expression of attribute-value pairs" as (col. 25, 
lines 5-15); 

"produces at least one refinement option by processing the expression of 
attribute-value pairs" as processing the user's selection of a category computer 
networking to displaying a plurality of categories related to computer networking 
categories (col. 25, lines 5-30, figs. 1 1 a-1 1 b); 

"determines a navigation state associated with the expression of attribute- 
value pairs" as (figs. 3&4); 

"providing materials associated with the navigation state" as providing sub- 
categories for which documents have been classified (fig. 10b, col. 25, lines 5-15). 

Wical does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "at least one other server 
that; wherein the at least one refinement option produced by the at least one server and 
the at least one refinement option produced by the at least one other served form a 
plurality of refinement options; combines the plurality of refinement options to form 
combined refinement options; provides the combined refinement options". 

Vora teaches receiving search requests from server 9 and executing search 
requestes by search the data and responds to the server 9 with the results of the search 
requests. The server 9 combines the results of such remote searches with the results 
of the search performed by the server 9. The combined search results are displayed to 
a user of a client system via one window (col. 6, lines 60-67; col. 7, lines 1-5). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Vora's teaching of combining search results from many 
server and displaying search results to a user to Wical's system in order to provide 
searching databases stored in servers in parallel for obtaining accurate information of 
resources so that a user can save time searching data having similar concept. 

As to claims 103 and 118, Wical and Vora teaches the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 94, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the expression 
of attribute-value pairs is processed on a different partition of a collection of materials 
for different ones of the plurality of servers" as (figs. 9&1 0, col. 8, lines 5-30). 

As to claims 104, 1 19 and 134, Wical teaches the claimed limitation "storing the 
attribute-value pairs in a graph data structure including nodes and edges between 
nodes, the nodes representing navigation states, the edges representing transitions" as 
(figs. 8B, 9A, 4). 

As to claim 125, Wical teaches the claimed limitation "wherein at least one of the 
at least one server and the at least one other server also identifies at least two related 
terms among the plurality of refinement options, and computing , for the least two 
related terms, at least common ancestor of the related terms" as (col. 1 1 , lines 35-65). 

As to claim 126, Wical teaches the claimed limitation" wherein the least common 
ancestor is defined by the partial order among the related terms" as (col. 1 1 , lines 35- 
65). 
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As to claim 127, Wical teaches the claimed limitation "wherein computing the 
least common ancestor of the related terms comprises storing all non-leaf terms the at 
least one of the at least one server and the at least one other server" as (col. 32, lines 
1-15, col. 9, lines 35-50). 

As to claim 128, Wical teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the at least one of 
the at least one server and the at least one other server is a master server" as (col. 32, 
lines 1-15, col. 9, lines 35-50). 

As to claim 133, Wical teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the expression of 
attribute-value pairs is processed on a different partition of a collection of materials for 
different ones of the at least one server and the at least one other server" as (figs. 
9&10, col. 8, lines 5-30). 

As to claims 105 and 120, Wical and Vora teaches the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 94, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "partitioning the materials 
and other materials among the plurality of servers" as ( Vora, col. 6, lines 10-35). 

As to claim 135, Wical and Vora teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the 
materials and other materials are partitioned among the at least one server and the at 
least one other server" as (col. 6, lines 1 0-35, Vora). 

As to claim 136, Wical and Vora teaches the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 94, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the materials and other 
materials are partitioned among the at least one server and the at least one other 
server" as (Vora, col. 6, lines 10-35). 
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As to claim 137, Wical and Vora teaches the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 94, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "at least one of the at least one 
other server is a root server and acts as a master server; the at least one server 
includes a plurality of servers, and the plurality of servers act as slave servers; the 
master server distributes a request for a navigation state on to the slave servers; the 
slave servers compute navigation states for those requests and return the results to the 
master server; and the master server combines the results from the plurality of slave 
servers to obtain a navigation state corresponding to the request" as (col. 6, lines 60-67; 
col. 7, lines 1-10). 

7. Claims 1 00, 1 1 5, 1 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wical (US 6460034) in view of Vora (US 5819273) and further in 
view of Horowitz et al (or hereinafter "Horowitz") (US 6236987). 

As to claims 100, 115, 130, Wical does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
"wherein the combining comprises taking the union of the plurality of refinement options, 
computing the set of ancestors for each of the plurality of refinement options, computing 
the intersection of all of the sets of ancestors, and computing the combined refinement 
options from the minimal terms in the intersection". 

Horowitz teaches all parents and grandparent topics of the selected topic are 
added to a set of candidate supertopics. From this candidate set, each possible 
supertopi combination (intersection of topics is rated) and supertopics and subtopics 
allows the user to specify as query on the document collection any arbitrary 
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intersection of topics in the topic hierarchy, without the topic hierarchy having to be pre- 
structured with every possible topic intersection (col. 4, lines 15-25; col. 6, lines 20-60). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Horowitz's teaching to Wical's system in order to 
allows the user to specify as query on the document collection any arbitrary 
intersection of topics in the topic hierarchy, without the topic hierarchy having to be 
pre-structured with every possible topic intersection. 

8. Claims 1 02, 1 1 7 and 1 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wical (US 6460034) in view of Vora (US 5819273) and further in 
view of Afek(US 6633860). 

As to claims 1 02, 1 1 7 and 1 32, Wical does not explicitly teach the claimed 
limitation "wherein combining the plurality of refinement options comprises combining 
the plurality of refinement options as a disjoint union". 

Vora teaches combining search results (col. 6, lines 60-67). Afek teaches a 
disjoint union (col. 4, lines 1-5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Vora's teaching of combining search results and Afek's 
teaching of disjoint union to Wical's system in order to provide a best match results 
corresponding to user's query. 
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9. Claims 1 06-1 07 and 1 21 -1 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Wical (US 6460034) in view of Vora (US 5819273) and further 
in view of Rivette et al (Or hereinafter "Rivette") (US 5991 751 ). 

As to claims 106, 121 , Wical does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
"nesting the plurality of servers hierarchically". 

Rivette teaches nesting servers hierarchically (fig. 5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Rivette's teaching of nesting servers hierarchically to 
Wical's system in order to improve search data in a large database quickly by navigating 
data in hierarchy structure. 

As to claims 107 and 122, Horowitz and Vora teaches the claimed limitation 
subject matter in claim 94, Vora further teaches "wherein a root server of the plurality of 
servers acts as a master server and some of the plurality of servers act as slave 
servers, further comprising the master server distributing a request for a navigation 
state on to a plurality of slave servers, the slave servers computing navigation states for 
those requests and returning the results to the master server, and the master server 
combining the results from the slave servers to obtain a navigation state corresponding 
to the request" as (col. 6, lines 60-67; col. 7, lines 1-10). 
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10. Claims 108, 123, 138 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wical (US 6460034) in view of Vora (US 5819273) and further in 
view of Maddalozzo, Jr. et al (or hereinafter "Maddalozzo") (US 6633316). 

As to claims 108, 123, 138, Wical does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
"storing the navigation state in a cache". 

Maddalozzo teaches storing navigation path in a cache (col. 10, lines 44-50). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Maddalozzo's teaching of storing navigation path in a 
cache to Wical's system in order to track the navigation of a previous session-efficiently. 

1 1 . Claims 94-1 00, 1 01 , 1 03-1 05, 1 07, 1 09-1 1 6, 1 1 8-1 1 9, 1 20, 1 22, 1 24-1 30, 
131, 133-137 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Horowitz 
et al (or hereinafter "Horowitz") (US 6236987) in view of Vora (US 5819273). 

As to claims 94 and 109, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitations: 

"receiving a user selection of an expression of attribute-value pairs" as receiving 
user selection of a category as an expression of attribute-value pairs (col. 1 1 , lines 25- 
40); 

"processing the expression of attribute-value pairs to produce at least one 
refinement option" as processing the user's selection of a category to displaying a 
plurality of categories related to computer networking categories (col. 1 1 , lines 25-67); 
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"determining a navigation state associated with the expression of attribute-value 
pairs" as (figs. 3&4); 

"providing materials associated with the navigation state" as providing sub- 
categories for which documents have been classified (col. 12, lines 25-45). 

Horowitz does not explicitly teach the claimed limitations "producing a plurality of 
refinement options by, in each of a plurality of servers; combining the plurality of 
refinement options to form combined refinement options; and providing the combined 
refinement options". 

Vora teaches receiving search requests from server 9 and executing search 
requestes by search the data and responds to the server 9 with the results of the search 
requests. The server 9 combines the results of such remote searches with the results 
of the search performed by the server 9. The combined search results are displayed to 
a user of a client system via one window (col. 6, lines 60-67; col. 7, lines 1-5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Vora's teaching of combining search results from many 
server and displaying search results to a user to Horowitz 's system in order to provide 
searching databases stored in servers parallel for obtaining accurate information of 
resources to save time searching data having similar concept. 
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As to claims 95 and 110, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitation "identifying at 
least two related terms among the plurality of refinement options, and computing, for the 
at least two related terms, a least common ancestor of the related terms" as (col. 1 1 , 
lines 5-25). 

As to claims 96 and 111, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitations "wherein the 
least common ancestor is defined by the partial order among the related terms" as (col. 
14, lines 10-35). 

As to claims 97 and 112, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitation "wherein 
computing the least common ancestor of the related terms comprises storing all non- 
leaf terms on at least one server" as (figs. 1 &2). 

As to claims 98 and 1 1 3, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the at 
least one server is a master server" as (col. 9, lines 1-33). 

As to claims 99, 114, 129, Horowitz and Vora disclose the claimed limitation 
"wherein the plurality of servers are slave servers" as servers 63 and server 55 are 
slave servers (Vora, fig. 1) and wherein "combining the plurality of refinement options" 
as Search results are combined (Vora, col. 6, lines 60-67), "includes storing a plurality 
of the attribute-value pairs on a master server" as (Horowitz, col. 8, lines 1-33). 

As to claims 100, 115, 130, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the 
combining comprises taking the union of the plurality of refinement options, computing 
the set of ancestors for each of the plurality of refinement options, computing the 
intersection of all of the sets of ancestors, and computing the combined refinement 
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options from the minimal terms in the intersection" as all parents and grandparent topics 
of the selected topic are added to a set of candidate supertopics. From this candidate 
set, each possible supertopi combination (intersection of topics is rated) and 
supertopics and subtopics allows the user to specify as query on the document 
collection any arbitrary intersection of topics in the topic hierarchy, without the topic 
hierarchy having to be pre-structured with every possible topic intersection (col. 4, lines 
15-25; col. 6, lines 20-60). 

As to claim 101, 116, 131, Horowitz and Vora teaches the claimed limitation 
subject matter in claim 94, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein 
combining the plurality of refinement options is performed whether the plurality of 
refinement options are conjunctive, disjunctive, or negational" as (col. 6, lines 50-67; 
col. 7, lines 1-10). 

As to claim 124, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitations: 

"at least one server that each receive a user selection of an expression of 

attribute-value pairs" as receiving user selection of a category as an expression of 

attribute-value pairs (col. 1 1 , lines 25-40); 

"produce at least one refinement option by processing the expression of 
attribute-value pairs" as processing the user's selection of a category to displaying a 
plurality of categories related to selected category (col. 1 1 , lines 25-67); 
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"at least one other server that: receives a user selection of an expression of 
attribute-value pairs" as (col. 1 1 , lines 25-40); 

"produces at least one refinement option by processing the expression of 
attribute-value pairs" as processing the user's selection of a category computer 
networking to displaying a plurality of categories related to computer networking 
categories (col. 12, lines 25-45); 

"determines a navigation state associated with the expression of attribute- 
value pairs" as (figs. 3&4); 

"providing materials associated with the navigation state" as providing sub- 
categories for which documents have been classified (col. 12, lines 25-45). 

Horowitz does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein the at least one 
refinement option produced by the at least one server and the at least one refinement 
option produced by the at least one other served form a plurality of refinement options; - 
combines the plurality of refinement options to form combined refinement options; 
provides the combined refinement options". 

Vora teaches receiving search requests from server 9 and executing search 
requestes by search the data and responds to the server 9 with the results of the search 
requests. The server 9 combines the results of such remote searches with the results 
of the search performed by the server 9. The combined search results are displayed to 
a user of a client system via one window (col. 6, lines 60-67; col. 7, lines 1-5). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Vora's teaching of combining search results from many 
server and displaying search results to a user to Horowitz's system in order to provide 
searching databases stored in servers in parallel for obtaining accurate information of 
resources so that a user can save time searching data having similar concept. 

As to claims 103 and 118, Horowitz and Vora teaches the claimed limitation 
subject matter in claim 94, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the 
expression of attribute-value pairs is processed on a different partition of a collection of 
materials for different ones of the plurality of servers" as (figs. 9&10, col. 8, lines 5-30). 

As to claims 104, 1 19 and 134, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitation "storing 
the attribute-value pairs in a graph data structure including nodes and edges between 
nodes, the nodes representing navigation states, the edges representing transitions" as 
(figs. 8B, 9A, 4). 

As to claim 125, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitation "wherein at least one of 
the at least one server and the at least one other server also identifies at least two 
related terms among the plurality of refinement options, and computing , for the least 
two related terms, at least common ancestor of the related terms" as (col. 1 1 , lines 35- 
65). 

As to claim 126, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitation" wherein the least 
common ancestor is defined by the partial order among the related terms" as (col. 1 1 , 
lines 35-65). 
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As to claim 127, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitation "wherein computing the 
least common ancestor of the related terms comprises storing all non-leaf terms the at 
least one of the at least one server and the at least one other server" as (col. 32, lines 
1-15, col. 9, lines 35-50). 

As to claim 1 28, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the at least one 
of the at least one server and the at least one other server is a master server" as (col. 
32, lines 1-15, col. 9, lines 35-50). 

As to claim 1 33, Horowitz teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the expression 
of attribute-value pairs is processed on a different partition of a collection of materials 
for different ones of the at least one server and the at least one other server" as (figs. 
9&10, col. 8, lines 5-30). 

As to claims 105 and 120, Horowitz and Vora teaches the claimed limitation 
subject matter in claim 94, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "partitioning the 
materials and other materials among the plurality of servers" as ( Vora, col. 6, lines 10- 
35). 

As to claim 1 35, Horowitz and Vora teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the 
materials and other materials are partitioned among the at least one server and the at 
least one other server" as (col. 6, lines 10-35, Vora). 

As to claim 1 36, Horowitz and Vora teaches the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 94, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the materials and other 
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materials are partitioned among the at least one server and the at least one other 
server" as (Vora, col. 6, lines 10-35). 

As to claim 137, Horowitz and Vora teaches the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 94, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "at least one of the at least one 
other server is a root server and acts as a master server; the at least one server 
includes a plurality of servers, and the plurality of servers act as slave servers; the 
master server distributes a request for a navigation state on to the slave servers; the 
slave servers compute navigation states for those requests and return the results to the 
master server; and the master server combines the results from the plurality of slave 
servers to obtain a navigation state corresponding to the request" as (col. 6, lines 60-67; 
col. 7, lines 1-10). 

12. Claims 102, 117 and 132 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Horowitz in view of Vora (US 581 9273) and further in view of Afek 
(US 6633860). 

As to claims 102, 1 17 and 132, Horowitz does not explicitly teach the claimed 
limitation "wherein combining the plurality of refinement options comprises combining 
the plurality of refinement options as a disjoint union". 

Vora teaches combining search results (col. 6, lines 60-67). Afek teaches a 
disjoint union (col. 4, lines 1-5). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Vora's teaching of combining search results and Afek's 
teaching of disjoint union to Horowitz's system in order to provide a best match results 
corresponding to user's query. 

1 3. Claims 1 06-1 07, 1 21 -1 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Horowitz in view of Vora (US 5819273) and further in view of Rivette 
et al (Or hereinafter "Rivette") (US 5991 751 ). 

As to claims 1 06, 1 21 , Horowitz does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
"nesting the plurality of servers hierarchically". 

Rivette teaches nesting servers hierarchically (fig. 5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Rivette's teaching of nesting servers hierarchically to 
Horowitz's system in order to improve search data in a large database quickly by 
navigating data in hierarchy structure. 

As to claims 107 and 122, Horowitz and Vora teaches the claimed limitation 
subject matter in claim 94, Vora further teaches "wherein a root server of the plurality of 
servers acts as a master server and some of the plurality of servers act as slave 
servers, furthercomprising the master server distributing a request for a navigation state 
on to a plurality of slave servers, the slave servers computing navigation states for 
those requests and returning the results to the master server, and the master server 



Application/Control Number: 09/961 ,131 Page 22 

Art Unit: 2162 

combining the results from the slave servers to obtain a navigation state corresponding 
to the request" as (col. 6, lines 60-67; col. 7, lines 1-10). 

14. Claims 108, 123, 138 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Horowitz in view of Vora (US 5819273) and further in view of 
Maddalozzo, Jr. et al (or hereinafter "Maddalozzo") (US 6633316). 

As to claims 1 08, 1 23, 1 38, Horowitz does not explicitly teach the claimed 
limitation "storing the navigation state in a cache". 

Maddalozzo teaches storing navigation path in a cache (col. 10, lines 44-50). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Maddalozzo's teaching of storing navigation path in a 
cache to Horowitz's system in order to track the navigation of a previous session 
efficiently. 

Conclusion 

1 5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Beall et al (US 6748376). 
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